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im ‘atyay was idonteken to ident ify ne wade 
good and poor peaders at the sana Ole Yevel use when reading a: text 
assignment. Fgrty- four study att ae Lene wore identified based on. 
answers to “pest lonnaire G mer? ng how they studied that was given 
to one Kund wa untversity fréshhen enrolled in-’an élective reading: 
lls class. Next, a comparable sample of 133 freshmen 
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student fe given both an economics. chapter to read and the 4U : = 
étrateglosy followed by a seven point-Likert-type scale to indice 

the freqaw@ncy with which they perceived themselves -using each ‘. ¢ Rey 
‘strategy gy The 133 freshmen were divided into good,. average, and poor ¢ 
readers Wecording to their schres on! the Nelson-Denhy Reading Testy, 7“ +’ 

The googy and poor readers' responses to the 44 /question’s were 


analyzed... Analysis reyealed few sidni ficant ai ferences between - / , 
- responges ofFgood and pool) readerss. TWO Of the reported differgnces: 

betwedn good and poor readers yere that goo readers! stratdgies. | - 
reflected a sense of a ‘serious, systematic Approach to te xt reading - 
- and that good readers reported reading for an overview nore often 
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. ( Research has shown that ¢omprehension Ls affected by. the fpteract ton of 
me .., many reader ‘agd .pr int factors. Most of the recent-research attempt inf vo i 
; ; 
; ; : ‘ 
: * understand this interactign has used a laboratory setting and Picttonas 
4 "ee ' F € uO 
: material» Little research has. examined the process students use to. comprehend , 


the factual, textbook materlal they rend for untversity leve) classes. The 7 


purpose of this study was’ to {ddntify the strategies good and poor readers -° 
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at the university level use when reading a text assignment. 
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“Previous research has studied the effect of the reader on the comprehension 
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, process by -comparing, good and poor readers. Several studtes have examined 
. f fo 
, reader performance in a that are closely related to readiihg sughas per- 
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sonality (Beldin, 1976), self esteém (Swget and Burbuch, 192% cand the effects 
7 a ‘ ' 
ie ° 
of teacher presentation (Judgey 1977; A ANBL ON 1978). Others have examined 
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. the procgss by analyzing cognitive and Linguletiec processing (Adama, 19775 
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‘ accounts of the progess (Fareed, 1971; Plekarz, 1956) ,,and protocols recarded 
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during reading (Olshavsky, 1976-1977). These studtes ‘generally have concluded. 
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that good and poor readers use the same strategies though good readers use 
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“gtkatefies more frequently and are more apt to try murltippe ‘approaches. Good 
xeaders also foqus on larger unite of tokt, are mote Flexible and are bégtter 


rs i . > yr y " ‘ \ 1 : " ‘ 
able to adjust thelr strategles ‘to fit thetr pyrfosea. -Poor readers ‘are less 
’ o . re _ ° - 


‘flexible and focus at the word Level (Golinkof£, 1979-1976). 
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, s - * Examinations of the text, as An discgurse analysis, now go beyond the ' 
sentence to consider charactertscics ‘of paragraphs ahd passages as well ase, 
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relations between sentences (Pegadon, 1978, p. 17), Research has revealed, 
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for example, that causal ye lac Lousht ps between propositions, cohesion in the j ) 
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text, and familiar strdctyres FactIttate comprehenslon (fhorndyke, 1977). 
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i Research on sitrategies for studying written discourse can make use of ; 
‘ : . . : : 
, existing methodpjogics. trangford (1979) found that teaching college students 
oe & ; : 
_ to make sentences semantically congruent’ helped them remember the sentences. , 
’ ° i ah 
ig ee 7 a 
me lle- began with the premise that memory would {tnvolve learning facts and their 
’ ‘ 1 . : ‘ 8 
relevance. ‘This method of relating new information to prior information may 
be a strategy college age reallers use. 
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‘Problem Statement " : 
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Bach of jthe methodologies used hy the. researchers cited above has ohe -e 
) : . 
’ ‘or more drawbacks, Some focus on reader strategles Im uncharacteristic labora- 
/ . oo ¢ ‘ = cs . . , , : 
tory settings while others ‘are Cane by the need to use a small print 
: . ; we ; . 
sample that lends itself to dofalled text analysis. None actually jfresent 
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; readers with a complete textbgok chapter in a setting that provides extra- : 
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linguistic tues comparable] to the cues encountered dn fetual academic textbook 
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For thig study, the. researchers chose Be present subjects with a text- . 
dik chapter Ln an academic setting. The ne en ae shar dk exper i= 
ence Were used to folp Ind tLate subjects into a jinochakial.caweusmnt Or 
the -‘sStrategies and approaches -each rrrer dnp toyed in similar “tuations. 
é . 
Thus, what this study is attempted. to measure is the difference between 
good and ee reader watt spavedpeioas about reading strategics in a care- 
fully defined ‘textbook reading situation. . 
To Identify and oxplore the strates les good and poor readers at the. 
university Level pereetved ciemadives we using to read a text sanlaniene, 
thrqe ypouheaes were tested: . . 
lL. Good readers will betculve themselves as slplovina werauenl es 
; . more frequently than poor rapes a evidenced by.a sient 
eanety & < .05) higher total Sheueey response score. a 
2. Good readers! séfeepetons of purpose/Tor reading will differ _ 
sien tfieantiy (p & .05) from poor readers’ pareeptions of Ne 
purpose for reading. . oo 


a . 
3. Poor readers will percetve interest In material to oA e a 


@ a 


important contributor to compréhension significantly <p < .05) 


irmore frequently than good readers. : : w 
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. 


The first step was to fdentify study strategies university “freshmen use, 


. : te . t , : 
One hundred untversity freshmen ‘enrolled fn, an elective’ teading and ‘study - 
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skills class were given an economics chapter to examine briefly. Then, 


without referring to the chapter,y the students were asked to respond to six ad . 
as 7 - Ly) <— 
goneral® quest Lone concerning chet gonla in reading the asalgnnent ; What ° 
: 7 ‘ . oe, oe 
; § ; ™ 
they would dg fLret, second, and third; -and what: they would do Lf they came ve 
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to a word or words they did not know, Based on the responses to this open- 


the good and poor readers in a cofiparable sample of 133 freshman students. 
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Data Analysis » 


ee at ‘ ; 
ended questionnaire, 44-strategles were identifled by the researchers. _ i 


‘ The second step was to detgrmine the frequency of strategy usage by - , 
‘ 7 ‘ 
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Scores: on the Nelgon Denny Reading Test, Form A, were used to determine read- 
7 ¢ 


ing proficiency. Good veaders were defined*as belng one standard deviation 


above the mean total score -and ie soi as being one sisiidand deviation ; 7) 


below. "Good readers (22 out cs the sample of 133) scored between ae 160 ; 


poer readers (21), sqgored iueveen 25-47, and. average readers (90), sored 


between 48 and 89. Scores on a cloze test, based on a tenth grade level 


. - 
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assdve. administered to the subjects correlated with the standardized scores 
Pp ’ ( 


at c= .69. The sample of 133 freshmen were given the economics chapter and 
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the 44 strategles followed by a sevet point Likert-type scale to indicate 


the frequency with which they perceived themselves using re strategy. See , 
eg ; : . 
Table A ‘dapperid tx) for the questLonnatire. w 
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The ‘good andwpoor readers responses to’ the 44 questions were analyzed 
usgiug one-way ANOVA to determine whether to use pooled or separate variance. 
: ’ 


Pooled variance wag judged appropriate. ‘Second, the pene cies developed 


mseyen conktructed variables from the 44 strategles: Reading fer Detail; | 
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Redding for Specific Purpose; Reading for. an Overview; Comprehension Strategies; 


Vocabulary Strategies; Notetaking-and Underfining; and Role of Interest. These 


: y : : 
sub-categorkes ‘were reflected by a minimum of two items (Role of, Interegt) and 


a thaximum of eleven Ltems (Comprehension Strategies). 
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Regults yo 


Analysis revealed fow signif Lcant Af Corences between eaepongas of good © 


and poor readars,. The “total. Roading. Strategies mean scoras of poor readers 


(N= 22) x 


= 188.7.and good readers (N = 21) 194.6 demonstrated a non- 
; ee ar ke 
significant t-value of 47, 


; sr ¢ 
Contrary to the researchers Guletal hypothesis, 
good readers do not seem to perceive themselves as employing nore often the 
’ a : t : 8 
forty-four student generathd reading goals ’and strategles. Of the seven sub- 

categories of strategfes, a significant (t = 


2.3, p <.025) mean score differ- 
ence between good and poor readers was found amy in the Reading for an Over~ 
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view category with good readers (N = (21) demonstrating a mean of 17.2 and 
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poor readers (N © 22) A ean of 15.2 


view variable referred to reading 


The three itenis comprising the, over- 
and " 


to get main ideas, 


Ch 
to be akle to put the author's words in my own, 


» 


to get a general idea, 
" 


Gootl readers clearly 

\ 

perceive themsélves as doing ayers things significantly more often than poor 
readers. 


Other goals, purposes, and stratégies for reading reflected no such 
a teas ® 
differences in reader self-perception. 


lypothesis two ig thus only parttally 
accepted and hypothesig three on Role of Interest 1s rejected 
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Iwo cdtegories contained nearly half the student generated items (Compre- 
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hension Strategies, 11 items and Vocabulary. Strategies,:10 times). It was 
reasoned that though no differences between groups existed on the summed 
scesponses af ; 


f these two variables, there might exist significant differences 
in responses t : 


to particular comprehens ton. or vocabulary strategies. 


a Iv 
order to examine for ae a more rigorous post-hoc analysis of individual 
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comprehensipn and soekbuiaey items was performed using aieivats of variance 
(p < -05) ; 
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nd when warranted by the ANOVA results, post-hoc Scheffe 
using a ae confidence jaeavval, 


tests an 


1 
Senet the tests revealed STEnSErOniNe differences between good and poor 
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reading groups for three sGupneienaienpseemanies and two vocabulary strateglas, 
le a} a a . ra t 


These items, group mean scores, and vartances are digpfayed below: 
re 
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so 


on 


a : | ° 
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; . “Significant Response Differences Between. Good. and Poor Readers 
a Sao eaten HONS OO es SSE eon oe 
— ._ GOOD... (N = 21) u® POOR = (N & 22) 
| 2 | p 2 4 
: fi are 7 X 3) X. gf a 
Give épectal attention to graphs, 5.8 “ L.74 4.6 2AYd 
. sub-headings, italics’, ete. ; 
. re ' ; . 
Read the chapter to comprehend and 5.8. 1.25 439 2.49 ; 
remember impS tan® information < / [ - .? 
\ . i —\ . ; ° : 
~ .- ° $ktp around to get an idea of the topic,” :2.8 eae ALY 2499 
Look up the word in a dictionary “4 5.9 1.36 * 4.9 2.76 
’ Go on’ reading and keep on trying aan 3 1.51 A, Sa2 1, ; 
guess the word ‘ 
sleds ree ia anne J ae 7 
, Conclusions 4 a 
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Interpretation of ¢hese results must fdcus on geveral considérations. 
Subjects responded with their perception of thelr own reading benav tons Because 
textbook atdy strategies are employed frequently by university students, it 


‘ was assumed Eline; students could report on their own typital reading behavior. 
: ” 
Second this ‘study dealt with difficqule textbook atertal which is meant ‘ to Dns 
. » . @ \ . 
_ read and retained Unrane more casual. newspaper or magazine aes A sense 
1 ; , x 
% M4 . Wing? ee 
.of systematic seriousness 4s opposed to random‘byowsing 1s appropriate in 
a. i . 
such textbook reading gltuat ions. Results, then, must be quero ney by the i) 


fact that students reported thelr self-perceptions of, how they read textbook or, 
matertal. .  & 4 Scent i: ° ; ‘ 
. n 
_ Several. dif ferences ti study approaches appear to differentLlate good “ 
an poor readers. Good “aces reported stra tegi vs reflected a sense of 
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the serious, systematic approach to text reading. ‘In addition, good readers: 


: as a group were more unified and clear cut in reporting their behavtor. On 
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a cage of. : to 7, good ‘readets' responses indicated they almost oye 
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», using a dictionary for.vocabulary difficultjes in such textbook materlal, The -, a 
' , good readers also saw themselves as rarely "skipping around to get: an idea" 


toe 


. % ’ 
or marely '‘trying to guess the word" inxsuch technical textbook material, 


Poor readers, however, appeared to be less certain of thefr reading behavior 


t an | : : ot . . ‘ 

as reflected by wean scores which are near the’ center of the seven point scale, i 

, , r ; é ' bs 

The good readers' superior sense of clartty about their reading was further : 
& vty 


‘reflected in an examination of response variabLllity (s7), The responses of ‘ 
good rddders, as a group, are quite close together, while poor readers' - 
* . ‘ ~ . : nn 3 

respdhses reflected a wider range of variability; a variance that was usually | ‘ 
be a , oo tn 
: double that of the good readers. Though celling effects can in part explain : 
\ * : , _ : 
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s the tighter variance, it is important to note that good readers more clearl 
g : | y 


share the same i sie: enbians: ee a - Q 7 


i: . . 


( Although few significant differences in the good and popr readers! 


study strategies were identified, the differences suggest some clear supggior- : 


e 
i) 


ities-in the strategles reported by good readers. Good readers see themselves 


¢\ 
as more often reading for an overview. ‘This is similar to Bransford's (1979) 


é \ . a 
finding about relating new information to previous information and to Golinkoff's = *. | 
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(1975-1976) conclusion that good readers focus on larger anit 


‘ addition, good,readers seem to have a more appropriate sedse that textbook | 
reading is to be done systematically, using text aids and dictionaries and 
trying to remember important information. Skdpping around and‘guessing are, 
a ~ aschewed.. Poor readers, on the pther hand,.display no clear self perception 
as : "6 ge 
on any of these points. comet ‘ 


. : a % : y y 
" Implications _. ; , 
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This gtudy has implications for further research and for teaching. 


ry 


a . ~ 


, ‘ Further research should examine the study strategies ‘omployed by readets with 
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t * oe a 
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text abertal, By varying the type of text and purpose for reading, the 


are 


“y ‘in, ‘ 
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* caine tones between study problems and readers! problem, solving strategies : 


could be identified: Discbutse a sb a of the text and. alaryoes of reader 


protocols could be coubindd to Gad the ways. Lu which readers apply back- 
ee 


; as ov . 
crc tof their. feading of text: aaecetall, 
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cae ‘of Hehis acadi for teaching revolve around the conclusion: 
; 
that sooo havea wileae acl appropriate sense of how textbook material 
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.. ought: to be Edad, This. clear sense of strategy could be Slee or ‘legs 


competent reddier's. through ihe use of text discussion eee that poGuS not 


5 .¢ . ; { Ht ’ 
re * e ar 


"dhly upon what wah read but, also eu: it was read. aac could aise 


F en / \. 
Oa S | Kook their read ingy thinking serfieptes by agking 


\ a aaa 4 Ma Reem 
Rp tions I\ke , “iow did you arcive at t ab answer?" The 
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obserye goo readers readin for an over- 


view’ and then #elatlig hen ew details to the general ch Vass frame-' 


fon could bene Lt the seu er readers. 
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